SUMMARY: This article examines the relationship between Fordism and unfree labour in Nazi Germany. Fordism is understood here as a form of workplace rationalization (especially assembly-line production), but also as a ''technology of domination'' and an ''exploitation innovation''. In contrast to the Weimar Republic, Fordism was established in broad sectors of German industry under Nazi rule in the form of ''war Fordism''. In order to examine the connections between the specific historical variants of these two apparently contradictory production regimes -Fordism and forced labour -the article focuses on the ''labour deployment'' of the most severely terrorized and brutalized group of labourers in Nazi Germany: concentration camp prisoners. Surveying the existing literature, it explores the compatibilities and tensions between Fordism and the deployments of concentration camp prisoners in German industry. In closing, several theses are presented on how Fordism between 1941 and 1944 can be classified within an entire history of Fordism in Germany.
''Fordism'' advanced to a distinctive feature of the past century. Not least in Germany the innovations in work organization and production technology tied to the names of Henry Ford and Frederick W. Taylor, as well as the social visions especially of the United States automobile king decisively influenced the short twentieth century.
1 During the golden 1920s in Germany -which began after the currency stabilization of [1923] [1924] and ended (at the latest) with Black Friday, 25 October 1929 -Fordism was debated intensely everywhere. These discussions were triggered by Henry Ford's autobiography, which had been translated into German in 1922, but only became a big seller at bookstands beginning in the autumn of 1923. 2 Broad segments of German society far beyond managers and ergonomists read and discussed Ford's My Life and Work, translated into German as Leben und Werk. In contrast, assembly lines were rarely established in factories themselves, and when they were then only as assembly islands. The Reichsausschuss fü r Arbeitszeitstudien (REFA) [Reich Committee for Labour Time Studies], which had been founded in 1924 and sought to establish in German manufacturing industry the Taylorist principles of a rigorous division of complex work stages into innumerable small steps with few, repetitive hand movements, had only limited effect prior to 1933. 3 This changed fundamentally with the Nazi assumption of power. Fordism in German factories did not first become a mass phenomenon during the ''Wirtschaftswunder'' of the Federal Republic of Germany; it had already begun to be established on a broad basis in manufacturing industry during the Third Reich.
As is well known, the term Fordism is open to interpretation. The connotations associated with it can apply far beyond the sphere of the workplace into other social domains or even suggest a specifically conservative variant of the social-economic absence of crises in a utopian sense for society as a whole. 4 This issue will not be addressed here. The focus rather is the workplace rationalization movement connected to the slogan ''Fordism'': the introduction of systems of assembly-line production (mostly on conveyor belts, upon which in the ideal case a product is transported from an unprocessed state to completion from workstation to workstation); the segmentation of originally complex work procedures and their reduction to a few, repetitive hand movements (for jobs that even after 1945 were carried out primarily by women and by immigrants 5 of both sexes); as well as the corresponding changes to the general organization of work.
The term ''war Fordism'' -as a special form of Fordism -will thus be used here for the years starting in 1933, in the first place because the economy of the Third Reich stood under a bellicose sign from the very beginning and made rearmament a top priority, and second because prior to [1939] [1940] [1941] [1942] [1943] [1944] [1945] certain social conceptions often associated with the slogan ''Fordism'' -in particular the establishment of a mass consumer society -were not central goals or were implemented only rudimentarily and in a specifically refashioned form. 6 At the latest beginning in 1934 the motto ''guns instead of butter'' became decisive. Third, the introduction of concepts such as ''war Fordism'' and also ''war Taylorism'' as specific categories makes sense because the labour force subjected to these production regimes was increasingly recruited, above all from 1941 onward, as a kind of war booty from those territories of Europe occupied by the German military and was no longer protected by the usual labour laws of 'civil'-capitalist societies.
The Nazi regime knew innumerable degrees of unfreedom, also and especially in the domain of ''work deployment'', as the developments on the labour market were designated with explicitly military connotations beginning in 1934 -terminologically quite correct given the growing restrictions on the free of movement of workers. 7 Since we are interested above all in the question of how these specific historical variants of two apparently contrary production regimes -one that remained fundamentally grounded in the economy and one that was based upon extra-economic force -were connected, our primary empirical focus here is the industrial labour performed by concentration camp prisoners. During World War II concentration camp prisoners (who were subject themselves to an internal hierarchy) stood at the lower end of the numerous discriminated employee groups in Nazi Germany.
The term ''slave labour'' in this context has been largely avoided in the present article. The reason for this is that the term is loaded with various connotations in historical research -including in contemporary history since 1933. 8 As a conceptual makeshift construct encompassing diverse system had a Fordist character when coupled with unfree labour. See, for example, Oliver Rathkolb, ''NS-Zwangsarbeit in der Industrie im Vergleich. Am Beispiel der Betriebe der Reichswerke Hermann Gö ring in Linz'', in Gabrielle Hauch (ed.), Industrie und Zwangsarbeit im Nationalsozialismus. Mercedes Benz -VW -Reichswerke Hermann Go¨ring in Linz und Salzgitter (Innsbruck [etc.], 2003), pp. 67-84, 70f., who rejects the use of the term ''Fordism'' for the Nazi production regime beginning in 1940 with the argument that the Nazi war economy was, ''much in contrast to the US American system without forced labour and radical repression'', an ''inhuman exploitation regime''; for this reason, Rathkolb concludes, the terms ''Americanization'' and ''Fordism'' should not be used here. 7. On this transformation and militarization of language under the Nazi regime, see Rü diger Hachtmann, ''Vom 'Geist der Volksgemeinschaft durchpulst' -Arbeit, Arbeiter und die Sprachpolitik der Nationalsozialisten'', Zeitgeschichte Online (ZOL), January 2010. forms of unfree labour, the term cannot as a category really do justice to the specific forms of discrimination that the various groups of labourers compelled to unfree work deployments in German industry were subject to during World War II. In addition to racially stigmatized civilian foreign labourers and prisoners of war, these included especially concentration camp prisoners, a group particularly interesting for the present examination.
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Given the diversity of both historical and contemporary ''slave labour'' and the absence of transhistorical typologies (which would have to incorporate not only ancient, but also medieval and early modern slavery), the concept can at best be used metaphorically. The objections to applying the term ''slaves'' to concentration camp prisoners are well known. Perhaps the most significant is the fact that these prisoners did not possess the status of ''slaves'' in the classical sense, since slave owners usually had (and have) an interest in maintaining the labour power of the people under their control. Even from 1942-1943 onward, when the attempt was made to use the labour power of prisoners productively for the German war economy, the SS had such an interest only to a limited degree at best.
10 Less significant in comparison is the question of whether slaves were privately owned or (as was the case for concentration camp prisoners) were state property or quasi-state property (in the case of the SS).
In older history as well, ''state'' ownership of slaves (for example, Venetian galley slaves) was an established phenomenon. In order to prevent misunderstandings and avoid the possibility of problematic analogies, this article uses the less loaded terms ''unfree labour'' and ''forced labour''.
As the focus of the present reflections is ''Fordism and unfree labor'' under Nazi rule, it should be emphasized initially that at the latest beginning in 1936 -and in marked contrast to the Weimar Republic -the Fordist production regime rapidly gained in significance in ever broader sectors of industry in the German Reich under conditions of still largely (doubly) free labour.
11 This raises the question of why factory Fordism was introduced into numerous sectors of manufacturing industry in Germany following the Nazi seizure of power. Fordism presupposes mass production, which in turn presumes mass sales. Mass sales imply mass consumption. 12 However, mass sales can also mean military mass ''consumption'', that is, aiming at the mass production of weapons (and their ultimate ''use''). This was the case above all in Nazi Germany. As is well known, beginning in 1934 the economic depression in Germany gave way to an armaments boom. When this began, the barriers that had previously impeded a broad introduction of assembly-line production fell by the wayside.
The state also consciously pushed the mass production (in particular) of armaments through initiatives that accelerated the standardization of production parts as well as the reduction in the diversity of production However, it does nothing to address the problem of possible misunderstandings of the term, which is frequently used in everyday language, often only metaphorically. 11. However, in addition to crushing trade unions and intra-company codetermination bodies, the Nazis also successively narrowed all other employment law ''freedoms'' for German workers also, in particular the possibilities for unrestricted job movement (not to mention eliminating the possibility of articulating autonomous and unrestricted employee interests types, thereby creating the essential conditions for the rationalization of production technology and work organization on a large scale. Not least through the appointment of a whole series of special commissioners the Hitler regime was able to score significant successes in this domain beginning in 1938, as well as once again more emphatically under armaments ministers Fritz Todt (1940) (1941) and Albert Speer (1942) (1943) (1944) (1945) . Fundamental impediments to an even more powerful expansion of the assembly-line system remained, however: the rapidly changing armaments programmes, not fully matured armaments technologies, the frequent lack of coordination among the fragmented military and economic planning offices, and the resulting limited reorganization of individual factory production processes in rapid succession, which made mass production significantly more difficult.
Consequently the successes in rationalization that had already been initiated by companies on their own as well by the massive expansion of umbrella institutions such as the Reichskuratorium for Wirtschaftlichkeit [Reich Productivity Board] or the REFA were unable to approach the American model. Nevertheless, in international comparison they were quite respectable. Especially in the factories of major companies, ''assembly islands'', which had been largely sporadic prior to 1933, were expanded and the different divisions often tightly integrated through the use of fully automated conveyor belts. At the forefront here were aircraft construction, a comparatively young industrial branch, and the automobile industryabove all the Opel Company, which had been owned by General Motors since 1929-1931 and opened the first factory in Germany based completely on the principle of assembly-line production in the city of Brandenburg in 1936. 13 Beginning in 1936-1937, other automobile makers followed suit. Forms of Fordism were also rapidly introduced to the electrical engineering industry and certain sectors of the chemical industry. company, Bata), and numerous companies in the food industry converted to mass production and introduced Fordist production models. In contrast, machine and apparatus construction, still based on individual production, continued to oppose the introduction of Fordist production forms. 14 The fabrication of machine tools, as the technological centre of all branches of industry, constituted in yet another regard a structural impediment to the expansion or perfection of Fordist structures: long into the war special machine tools suited for mass production played only a peripheral role in German industry, while classical universal machine tools continued to have great significance. Even after 1936 the broad midfield of tool machines that sought to combine the functions of these two basic types was not eliminated in favour of single-purpose machines really adequate for mass production, but was instead in part expanded. Universal machine tools actually intended for individual or small-series production were simply modified for mass production, without being able to attain the capacity of single-purpose machines. 15 Furthermore machine-tool builders were surprised by the rationalization advances during the Third Reich and were not set up for an increased demand for single-purpose machines. Beginning in 1937-1938 and the again at the turn to 1942, the discrepancy between the supply and demand of special machines increased dramatically. Nevertheless, the existing special machine tools as well as the rapidly increasingly number of machine tools equipped with single-purpose ''ingredients'' and converted to mass production made it possible to place a significant portion of foreign forced labourers on the assembly line. Before turning to this issue in more detail, however, it is important to address an aspect that is easily overlooked when discussing assembly-line production.
Intra-company Taylorist and Fordist rationalization aimed not only at increasing productivity and sinking production costs. It was also intended to contribute to disciplining and thereby pacifying employees. Not just in 1933 but from the very beginning the workplace rationalization policies connected to the names Frederick Winslow Taylor and Henry Ford were shaped by technologies of domination. With their assistance, personnel policies and ''work execution'' in companies were supposed to be decoupled from larger labour-market constellations. 16 Much more important than separating employees from the outside world, which was only possible to a limited degree, was the controlling of individuals through a systematic segmentation of work processes into repetitive sub-steps, which tended to eliminate for the unskilled or semiskilled workforce all the discretionary leeway that skilled workers employed in (''pre-Fordist'') production had previously possessed.
Ford carried to the extreme Taylor's reduction of human labour capacity to an appendage of machinery for broad segments of the workforce, as the assembly line seemingly objectivized the monotony and the primarily intense work tempo. Moreover, the segmentation of previously unified work procedures also had a political dimension in Germany. Beyond the aforementioned aspects, the Fordist ''attack'' by management on workers' discretionary leeway on the job can also be interpreted as a reaction to the co-determination rights employees had gained through the introduction of shop councils on 18 January 1920.
17 Against this backdrop, Jü rgen Bö nig has designated assembly-line production as a ''technology of domination'' and its introduction as an ''exploitation innovation''.
18 Contemporaries expressed themselves in a similar manner. The assembly line as an element for disciplining the workforce, Austrian Social Democrat Otto Bauer declared in 1931, is ''more despotic than the whip of the slave overseer could be''. 19 It was no coincidence that factory Taylorism and Fordism gained in significance as a technology of domination following the influx of many millions of foreign labourers into German industry beginning in 1939-1941.
Even prior to this, the situation in Germany had changed fundamentally in comparison to the Weimar Republic. In 1934-1935, the German economy had entered a phase of full employment due to the booming armaments industry. Skilled metalworkers in particular became a ''scarce 16. Heidrun Homburg, Rationalisierung und Industriearbeit: Arbeitsmarkt, Management, Arbeiterschaft im Siemens-Konzern Berlin 1900-1939 (Berlin, 1991), pp. 18, 252, for example, has shown this convincingly for Siemens, the largest German electrical engineering company and the second largest in the world at the time. 17. The shop councils in turn were a dull reflection of the revolutionary workers' councils that arose in November and December of 1918. They were an attempt to pacify broad segments of revolutionary socialist workers through -seen in this light, rather limited -intra-shop codetermination rights. commodity'' heavily recruited by businesses. Forms of work organization and production technology that promised to replace qualified workers with unqualified ones thus became increasingly attractive. During the final prewar years and then with the beginning of the war these constellations on the labour market intensified. As a result, especially those companies that had, so to speak, sprung up overnight during the final prewar years or during the war itself employed a far higher percentage of foreign -and also primarily unskilled -labourers than average.
At the same time, in terms of production technology and work organization these new companies had been conceived according to the most modern perspectives. Perhaps the most prominent example, the Volkswagen plant on the Mittellandkanal near the small city of Fallersleben in Lower Saxony owned by the Deutsche Arbeitsfront (DAF) [German Labor Front] until 1945, resembled, even in its exterior, the Ford Motor Company's River Rouge plant in Dearborne near Detroit, the most modern factory in the world at the time. Volkswagen managers had studied the Detroit plant in great detail, recruited an entire series of relevant engineers from the United States, and ultimately even believed that they could surpass the American model. From the perspective of plant management, the disciplining of foreign labourers raised fewer problems than the deficits in technical equipment and the rapidly changing situation concerning orders.
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Apart from such friction, does the ''foreign-worker deployment'', organized above all according to racist criteria beginning in 1939-1941, fit more or less smoothly into the polymorphic movement for workplace rationalization during World War II only roughly outlined by the slogan ''Fordism''? From the perspective of industrial enterprises that continued to operate according to the criterion of profitability, to what extent did it make sense in general to employ foreign workers on assembly lines instead of German male or female workers, who had constituted the core of the rationalization proletariat in large segments of manufacturing industry in Germany prior to 1941? 21 There are several reasons why scepticism is justified regarding the presumption that unfree labour, racism, and the Fordist rationalization movement were compatible without complications and that company management only profited from this. Although the wages of foreign labourers -hierarchical according to national affiliation -were for the most part far below those of German labourers, employing foreign labourers was nevertheless often expensive from the perspective of businesses. Accommodation costs, for instance, were deducted from foreign labourers' wages and a series of supplemental ''social contributions'' were also imposed, so that their net earnings were mostly quite meagre. A further variety of administration and ''social'' costs often made the use of civilian foreign labourers considerably more expensive. It was no question for managers of the Siemens Company, for instance, ''that foreigners result in many more costs for us than German workers''. Thus the question for them even in 1942 was whether the ''continued increase in the number of foreigners [y] [is] economically justifiable at all''.
22
From the perspective of the regime as well as company management, however, not all foreigners were the same. On the one hand, companies followed the hierarchy of ''races'' prescribed by the Nazis, which ostensibly corresponded to the different work capacities of the labourers. On the other hand, certain aspects of workplace rationalization contributed to the fact that racism -brought into the work world by the Nazis from outside -was softened and carried out virtually ad absurdum.
This In the largest industrial psychological testing operation ever at the time, almost 500,000 civilian foreign labourers in far more than 1,000 companies were examined in this way for their concrete capabilities; and in the final year of the war further activities were developed on a broad basis for the ''rough selection of foreign labourers''. 23 Beginning in the autumn of 1943 concentration camp prisoners were even tested for their individual capabilities, irrespective of their national (''racial'') affiliation and other categories. However, the fact that grouping Ostarbeiter (eastern labourers) and ultimately even concentration camp prisoners according to individual work capacities tended to undermine the racist schema prescribed by the Nazi regime and that company management complained about the high costs ostensibly caused by foreign labourers says little about the core issue here of the relationship between factory Fordism and ''foreign labour''. Was the employment of foreign labourers, the majority of whom were kept in unfree and miserable conditions as the war endured, really productive? Or was their work deployment merely a -provisional -''emergency solution'' that can be explained solely through the dire scarcity of labourers? Were the extraeconomic forms of compulsion that continued to predominate in the everyday workplaces of foreign labourers even after 1942 despite bonuses, vocational training programmes, etc., fundamentally compatible with the structure of modern, industrial-capitalist industries, or was this dysfunctional in the long run?
C O N C E N T R AT I O N C A M P P R I S O N E R S A N D T H E A S S E M B LY L I N E -T H E F O R D I S T P R O D U C T I O N R E G I M E A S A P R O D U C T I V I T Y E N H A N C I N G T E C H N O L O G Y O F D O M I N AT I O N I N I T S M O S T E X T R E M E F O R M
An answer to these questions can be found most readily by turning our attention to the most severely terrorized and enslaved group of labourers: concentration camp prisoners. 25 Only a minority of all prisoners in Nazi concentration camps was used in industrial production, and this took place exclusively during the relatively short time span from late 1942 to mid-1944. 26 Most of these prisoners were used for extremely difficult and 27 This, however, does not alter the fact that the basic tendencies of the rationalization movement specific to the Nazis was, so to speak, expressed in its ''most pure'' form (formulated cynically and in ideal-typically abstract terms) in the typical working conditions and production structures of concentration camp prisoners, also classified internally according to a racist hierarchyprecisely because this group of labourers was subject to the highest conceivable degree of unfreedom and to extreme extra-economic force.
Historians are divided as to how functional and ''modern'' the ''German path'', beginning in 1942-1943, of a Fordist-influenced industrial prisoner deployment was. Two mutually exclusive extreme positions mark the parameters of this discussion. Karl-Heinz Roth occupies one extreme with his claim that ''slave labour can be used profitably even under the conditions of the most modern capitalist large-scale technology if it is incorporated solely into a workforce-pyramid racially organized in degrees of unfreedom''. According to Roth, the labour relations created in German industry beginning in 1941, not least those of prisoner deployments, ''were not part of a period of decline of the capitalist global system''. 28 Wolfgang Sofsky has formulated the counter-position. According to Sofsky, the labour performed by concentration camp prisoners up to the end of the war was aimed at ''damaging the people, breaking their resistance''. The industrial deployment of concentration camp prisoners was, Sofsky argues, ''not a means 
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Both positions are exaggerated. Despite the independent spiral of violence emphasized by Sofsky, the work deployment of concentration camp prisoners in industrial fabrication was, from the perspective of those companies using it, also quite functional economically, at least from 1942-1943 onward. 30 The issue of whether prisoners were used in industrial production was crucially dependent on the situation of the labour market. Concentration camp prisoners were forced to work above all in those segments of industry in the German Reich that expanded rapidly during the conversion to an extended war of attrition and that possessed no reservoir of long-established qualified workers. This included tank production, rocket construction (beginning in 1943 in underground tunnels and caves), 31 the companies active in these branches had the best access to key military and state authorities and could employ political means to push through the allocation of forced labourers recruited from concentration camps. Prisoners from concentrations camps were used for the first time in ''regular'' industrial mass production starting in August 1942 at the Heinkel aircraft plant in Oranienburg near the Sachsenhausen concentration camp. In mid-1943 almost 4,000 prisoners from the neighbouring concentration camp worked in the plant under a partially Fordist and partially ''merely'' Taylorist production regime; a year later 6,000 prisoners were forced to work there as well. Another private enterprise, the Junkers Company, used 1,300 prisoners as labourers in the autumn of 1943; Messerschmidt had between 3,500 and 3,600 prisoners at the same time. All of these factories operated according to the most modern production methods. Fabrication based on assembly-line production as well as often partially automated production and the prior dissection of more complex work processes into a few monotonous and repetitive movements were supposed to allow for the use of briefly trained labourers in an economically efficient and profitable way. Thus, the production lines in the new plants and divisions of the plants of the Austrian Daimler-Steyr-Puch AG, where prisoners from the Melk concentration camp had to work, were ''equipped from the very beginning with special machine tools suited for mass production with semiskilled workers''. 39 Bernard P. Bellon has summarized this phenomenon, taking developments at Daimler Benz as exemplary:
The move from skilled metalworkers to concentration camp inmates for fitting together the components of Daimler-Benz motors is symbolic of the changes in the labor process in the German motor building industry during a half-century which was marked in production technology by the accomplishments of men like Taylor and Ford. extended visits to the United States, had acquired the reputation as the assembly-line expert in Germany and who, within the scope of the warindustrial ''self-management'' established beginning in 1941-1942, was appointed head of the ''ring'' for aircraft engines. 41 Werner presented the following argument to Gö ring in mid-October 1943: with regard to the assembly of motors ''the current production process is still strongly marked by craftsmanship, which results in a great loss of labour time through unauthorized pauses, brief absences at the workplace, etc''. Werner continued that according to his experiences this ''unproductive time'' would increase ''with the number of foreigners'', if no counter-measures were taken.
For this reason he called not only for the most brutal possible extra-economic force. In addition, Fordism had to be employed in a concerted manner as a technology of domination. ''The pressing command of the hour is thus the introduction of assembly-line production according to the American model'', Werner said. In contrast to the incomplete and thus ''unfinished'' form of assembly-line production still frequently practised in Germany, ''American fabrication'' encompassing the entire factory as with Ford had the benefit, Werner continued, that ''when someone leaves, the entire work comes to a standstill. With such as system I can really compel the foreigners to 100 per cent work.'' Not least of the advantages, according to Werner, was that with production stoppages the ''culprit'' could be easily identified and -as a concentration camp prisoner -harshly punished. In light of these ''advantages'', the head manager of another aircraft factory had already noted a year earlier: ''It is no longer a question for us of whether we want to employ assembly line work somewhere or not. in individual and serial production still strongly marked by craftsmanship. This calculation proved successful. The male and female labourers on the assembly line -in a whole series of companies female prisoners from the Ravensbrü ck concentration camp were placed on assembly lines running at a merciless rhythm and pace -complained that due to the great line speed their ''arms [became] tired'', that they could hardly still lift the parts involved, and that the product and the assembly line ultimately became for them ''insatiable gods that loved human sacrifice''. 43 The fact that the prisoners' workstations had been set up according to the latest ergonomic criteria 44 changed nothing in this regard. The dominance of surveillance and terror, however, did not exclude the introduction of a perfidious system of performance incentives for prisoners. Beginning in the spring of 1943 Himmler and the SS pushed efforts to increase prisoners' production through an incentive system. 45 In the Ebersee concentration camp, for example, starting in November 1943, prisoners who distinguished themselves through ''industriousness, consideration, good behaviour, and special performance'' were issued reward certificates. They were permitted to use these ''rewards'' -camp money that could be spent only within the closed concentration camp system and had no value in the outside world -to ''purchase'' in the camp cafeteria cigarettes and additional food often necessary for survival. Similar ''bonus certificates'' had already been issued earlier at the Heinkel plant in Oranienburg to prisoners of the Sachsenhausen concentration camp working there. 46 This kind of incentive system was also introduced at Siemens and numerous other companies. Given the actual and legal situation of the prisoners these rewards and other forms of incentive-oriented ''wages'' were, however, little more than cynicism. 48 Toward the end of the war ''negative rewards'' predominated, namely the deprivation of food for ''poor performance''. 49 Independent of this, violence and the threat of terror had been the central ''incentive system'' for concentration camp prisoners who worked on assembly lines since the beginning of the prisoner deployment. 50 The intensity of the terror aimed at increasing work performance does seem to have varied appreciably according to different phases. 51 This, however, did not alter the fact that for the war-Fordist forced labour system erected by the Nazi regime in the course of the prisoner deployment, financial bonuses and other ''incentives'' for ''Kapos'' 52 were much more significant than the material rewards for prisoners. Within the scope of assembly-line production as well, Kapos and other supervisory staff retained their central role in overseeing and punishing concentration camp prisoners and could , that is, the pioneer in prisoner deployment, planned the work deployment of concentration camp prisoners from nearby Sachsenhausen, but then distanced itself from this because the prisoners were so weakened that they were incapable of work and had to be withdrawn after a single day. Only following a six-month delay did the exploitation of prisoners' labour begin. See Budraß, Flugzeugindustrie und Luftrüstung, pp. 775f. 50. This was not as clearly established in the case of civilian foreign labourers. Nevertheless, for them as well, especially the stigmatized ''East labourers'', the threat of restrictions and terror became one of the central ''incentives'', and the longer the war lasted the stronger it became. In addition, forced labourers of other categories who had at least visual contact with concentration camp prisoners may have been especially intimidated by the extreme chicanery and agonies that the latter suffered. See Wagner, Produktion des Todes, p. 503. 51. The relevant literature gives the impression that between the spring of 1943 and the early summer of 1944 physical violence declined against prisoners used at Fordist workplaces or performing other kinds of ''piecework''. After the Allies' invasion in Normandy and the advance of the fronts, probably also in part on orders ''from above'', the tendency of Kapos and the other supervisory staff to engage in physical assaults increased, as prisoners' inclination to work for the German war machine decreased in light of the imminent collapse of the Nazi system and as their readiness to engage in sabotage grew. 52. From the Italian, il capo (the boss). Kapos were functionary prisoners who exercised supervisory and disciplinary functions within the scope of the work deployment. pocket significant bonuses when the prisoner group they supervised met or exceeded the prescribed piecework quotas. 53 In the eyes of some entrepreneurs, prisoner deployment based on racism may also have been functional in immediate industrial production because it divided workers into hierarchical groups more sharply than before. 54 Another enormous advantage from the perspective of plant management was that, because prisoners were directly subject to the compulsory system of the SS and to factory discipline, fluctuation was minimal, in contrast to civilian foreign labourers. Finally, the issue of industrial safety could simply be ignored with the work deployment of concentration camp prisoners. For instance, the danger of lead poisoning in the production of batteries, the inhalation of toxic gasoline and rubber fumes in the production of gas-masks, or lifting three pieces of heavy cast iron forms (each weighing 7.5 pounds) every minute ''in the rhythm of a rolling belt'' were part of the everyday lives of female prisoners -and part of the calculations of the respective company management, 55 especially after 17 May 1942, when heightened maternity protection, issued for racist-eugenic reasons, made it more difficult to employ German women at such hazardous work sites. 56 From the perspective of entrepreneurs, a fundamental problem with the deployment of concentration camp prisoners in industrial production remained, however, the fact that direct surveillance and other forms of extra-economic force played a more significant role than with foreign civilian labourers or with German employees. Moreover, prisoners not only had to be monitored internally; they also had to be strictly separated from the outside world as political or ''racial aliens to the community (rassisch Gemeinschaftsfremde)''. All of this could result in significant costs. Thus, with the deployment of prisoners at BMW, for example, ''the number of people working for the plant-internal security apparatus increased by one third''. 57 In rocket production (V1/V2), where many prisoners were also used, the unproductive surveillance apparatus ballooned; here authorities envisaged a relationship of one guard to five prisoners. 58 However, given the general scarcity of workers, frequently ''guard units could not be assembled, despite all efforts''. 59 For many, if not the vast majority of German industrial managers and business owners, the expansion of the terror and surveillance system within factories did not pose a problem because they found it morally objectionable. Rather it could become a problem because it required a huge surveillance apparatus that could be enormously costly. The implementation of the Fordist production regime did attenuate expenses for unproductive (German) surveillance and disciplinary staff; it did not, however, make them superfluous.
It was thus advantageous for companies that a portion of the additional costs arising from the work deployment of concentration camp prisoners could be shifted to the SS. The SS assumed the costs for the transportation of prisoners to the respective (satellite) camps and also organized accommodations, clothing, food, and medical care as well as surveillance. Beginning in October 1942, companies paid the Treasury 6 Reichsmarks per day for skilled prisoners and 4 Reichsmarks for unqualified male and female prisoners. 60 The fact that the SS assumed the ''unproductive'' surveillance and other ''social costs'' of the work deployment of prisoners may have reduced the inhibitions that companies had about resorting to the most unfree form of forced labour. Nevertheless, the exploitation of prisoners was hardly ''cheaper'' than other forms of forced labour in the Third Reich. From the standpoint of businesses, the deployment of concentration camp prisoners, most of whom were in very poor health and thus could work only at a limited capacity, made sense above all when it was impossible to obtain labourers elsewhere.
In a whole series of cases, however, the issue of the immediate ''economic functionality'' of prisoner deployments in the narrower sense did not play a crucial role. An ''attractive argument'' for the work deployment of concentration camp prisoners was that they ''offered greater security in maintaining secrecy''; 61 here the cynically brutal slogan ''extermination through labor'' [Vernichtung durch Arbeit] was directly applicable. Especially in the domains of advanced armaments the criterion of profitability played at best a subordinate role.
The empirical constellations from 1942 onward do not allow for an unambiguous judgment about the economic functionality or dysfunctionality of Fordist production regimes in the context of prisoner deployments (or about other forms of forced labour). The picture that emerges from the subjective perspectives is comparatively unambiguous, that is, those of entrepreneurs but also of the central functionaries of the Nazi regime. Hitler and his henchmen were avid supporters of the ''American'' mode of production propagated by United States automobile king (and prominent anti-Semite) Henry Ford and implemented in his Detroit factories. The ''Fü hrer'' had made no secret of this already in the 1920s, and his enthusiasm for Ford and the Fordist production regime continued to the end of World War II. 62 When Nazi functionaries responsible for the war economy sought to build from scratch huge business complexes oriented around the ''American'' production model and to gain Hitler's support for their plans, the name ''Ford'' sufficed as a reference. 63 Besides the Volkswagen plant near Fallersleben, in architectural terms largely a somewhat oversized copy of the Ford Company River Rouge factory (the most modern automobile factory in the world at the time), another manifest example of this was the plan by the Inspector General of the Luftwaffe, Erhard Milch, to construct a huge aircraft factory in Silesia or the ''General Government '' in 1942-1943 with the revealing code name ''Ultra''. Milch, one of the enthusiastic ''protagonists of converting [the German war economy] to the American mode of production'' (Lutz Budraß), needed only to mention the name ''Ford'' when meeting with Hitler and Gö ring in order to receive their approval for the 1,000-bomber factory he had planned. The single-hall plant (Einhallenanlage) for Ultra (in contrast to the American model, without windows) was supposed to be constructed ''similar to the way the Americans build their serial plants'' (according to Milch in 1942) , that is, following the model of the large-scale aircraft factory in Willow Run (a town near Detroit) built by Ford beginning in 1941. 64 Milch was so certain of the ''magic of rationalization'' that Ford's name would have on Hitler, Gö ring, and others that he believed he could also use it to secure his own political power, that is, that the Fordist single-hall plant Ultra, erected on 150 acres (with several thousand workers), would allow him to revive or extend his own direct ''bond with the Fü hrer'', central for Milch's position of power, which had been threatened beginning in 1942 by Minister of Armaments Albert Speer.
Given the general lack of labourers -and probably also the established routines with prisoner deployments in other aircraft companies -it would have been primarily concentration camp prisoners who were forced to work at the gigantic new aircraft factory, also and precisely in the fabrication of aeroplanes. Due to the enormous foreseeable construction costs of Ultrawhich in turn allowed for the continued political rise of the Organization Todt (OT) 65 -as well as the growing range of the Allied bomber fleets, plans for Milch's aircraft factory were ultimately dropped. It is no coincidence, however, that Ultra became the godfather of the gigantic and barbaric plans for ''Dora'', the concentration camp network located in caves and tunnels, which was partially implemented beginning in 1943. In this new conception, the gigantic 150-acre complex planned for Ultra became 6 half-underground ''cement mushrooms'', each encompassing 25 acres, with coordinated Fordist production facilities initially for aircraft and later for rocket production. 66 Given the predicted scarcity of labourers even after the Nazi's ''final victory'', certainly not all, but a remarkably large number of German 64. In March 1944 one B-24 Liberator heavy bomber was assembled from 1.25 million individual parts every hour at this Ford aircraft factory, which had begun production in April 1942. The 40,000 workers employed overall were initially accommodated in barracks, trailers, tents, and earthen huts. 65. Given the construction costs, only the OT would have been a position to carry out Ultra. Prior to the discussion of the implementation of Ultra, the OT had been limited to construction projects outside the borders of the ''Großdeutsches Reich'' [Great German Reich]. After the consultations about Ultra and its possible location in Silesia, the OT saw the opportunity to become active within the German Reich as well and to separate itself from the Speer construction empire, to which it had been subordinate. Thus, it was no coincidence that after the Ultra project had been shelved (according to the participants, temporarily), the head of the OT, Xaver Dorsch, came up with plans in October 1943 for the construction of an underground aircraft factory for the production of 500 fighter jets a month. Dorsch was successful here. The OT subsequently became independent of Speer, assumed the entire building industry for the Luftwaffe, and was now permitted to act within the ''Altreich'' as well. 66. See Budraß, Flugzeugindustrie und Luftrüstung, p. 795. entrepreneurs and managers reckoned over the long term with warFordist mass production combined with concentration camp prisoners or members of ''inferior slave races'' with a virtually similar status. Thus Fordism (now no longer as a slogan, but as a social practice) remained a ''magic formula'' (Thomas von Freyberg) that fascinated the political and economic functional elite in Germany even during World War II. Moreover ''Fordism'' also served as the consensus formula capable of occluding some of the divergences of interests (most, however, not terribly profound) between representatives of the regime and industry.
The subjective perspective of ardent advocates of Fordism within the Nazi regime and private industry, on the one hand, and the actual -long-term economic -''probation'' of prisoners' labour within Fordist industrial factories, on the other, stand at odds with one another. To put this pointedly: the top echelon of the Hitler dictatorship was taken in by Fordist perspectives that turned out to be illusions, at least in the long run. The outline here of the empirical constellations from late 1942 onward makes clear that the deployment of prisoners in industrial enterprises organized according to Fordist production principles, particularly in terms of technical production, would ultimately have led nowhere.
The work deployment of concentration camp prisoners may indeed have been beneficial for the workplace rationality supported and promoted by the Nazi regime to the extent that it accelerated the establishment of robust variants of assembly-line production in new industries.
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At the same time, however, it delayed the leap to (partial) automation as the next step in the rationalization of production technology, when it did not make this impossible. It is no coincidence that the decision by Opel, the leading German automobile company in terms of manufacturing technology after 1939, not to use concentration camp prisoners, despite all the labour-market bottlenecks, was based less on moral scruples than on the fear that the ''efficiency of highly rationalized production'' could suffer. 68 In retrospective reports and interviews, concentration camp prisoners repeatedly pointed to the diverse opportunities for sabotage in assembly-line production. 69 Considered in terms of modernization theory, the connection between Fordism and extreme forced labour, as performed by such prisoners, thus led to a dead end. Fordism became socially acceptable in Germany not least through wars. World War I shattered traditional certainties and accustomed people to the arbitrary and quasi-mechanical displacement of hundreds of thousands, if not millions of soldiers degraded to the marionettes of imperialist politics and the canon fodder of inhuman general staffs. The transfer of these principles to the civilian world, especially in businesses often employing tens of thousands of people, was hardly surprising; 70 nor was the introduction of workplace rationalization as a technology of domination that promised to reign in a working class grown insubordinate.
This explains above all the emphatic reception of Frederick W. Taylor's central work The Principles of Scientific Management, published in German in 1919 as Die Grundsa¨tze wissenschaftlicher Betriebsführung, and Ford's autobiography several years later, far beyond entrepreneurial and managerial circles in Germany, for example, even among broader segments of trade unions -despite all the criticisms of workers.
The Nazi assumption of power and World War II once again significantly accelerated the implementation and expansion of Fordist production regimes and related rationalization systems. It is no coincidence in this context that the rationalization measures supplementing Fordism, for example, the job evaluation systems also developed in the United States (notably by Charles Bedaux) in the early 1920s found broad application in Germany in World War II. The Lohnkatalog Eisen und Metall (LKEM) [Wage Catalogue Iron and Metal], introduced in the metalworking industry throughout the German Reich, beginning in 1942, was employed extensively as a differentiated job evaluation system in the Federal Republic of Germany far into the 1960s and was also used in a modified form in the German Democratic Republic. 71 In addition, World War II crucially changed mentalities within the German working class. After the Nazis crushed the organized labour movement in Germany in 1933, they subjected the working class to a drumfire based on terror and a constant stream of propaganda, as well as a complex system of enticement and force. Between 1939 Between -1941 Between and 1945 , the attitudes of younger generations of male German workers were fundamentally shaped by the fact that from 1941 onward the core of the Fordist rationalization proletariat in Germany was constituted first and foremost by foreign labourers, especially male and female ''eastern labourers'' from the Soviet Union (frequently replacing German women, whose portion of the overall workforce declined markedly, starting in 1942). In contrast, male German workers, insofar as they remained in enterprises, advanced to become racially privileged foremen and head workmen.
The hierarchically racist stigmatization of foreign labourers, pushed by the Nazi regime and at least tolerated by businesses, and even more powerfully the frequent deployment of prisoners of war and concentration camp prisoners on assembly lines had a significant impact on the basic attitudes of German contemporaries, leaving sustained traces and profound resentments. After 1945, the openly racist discrimination against foreign workers was no longer tolerated publicly in either of the two German states. The ''guest workers'', who were brought to Germany, starting in the late 1950s and who along with (German) women became the core of the Fordist rationalization proletariat that powerfully expanded with the ''Wirtschaftswunder'', continued to be regarded largely with contempt in the Federal Republic of Germany. A latent racism slumbered beneath the surface.
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Overall three elements of latent discrimination established or intensified during World War II have influenced the mentalities of large segments of workers in the Federal Republic of Germany (and probably also partially workers in the German Democratic Republic). (1) Skilled workers -even those with social-democratic and communist leaningsand along with them the trade unions were traditionally proud of German workmanship;
73 from their occupationally privileged perspective, they looked down contemptuously on workers trapped in the principles propagated by Taylor and Ford and forced to perform machine-like motions.
(2) The fact that the underclass of the proletariat in the German Reich came to consist of foreign labourers as well as prisoners of war and concentration camp prisoners abetted a mode of thought that made sweeping identifications between national affiliations, on the one hand, 72. Xenophobia and latent racism are admittedly a general phenomenon and can currently be observed in numerous industrial states, not least among the working class. They point to general, quite effective mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion in modern civil societies. In addition, the conservative-bourgeois media at times consciously mobilizes racist resentments, if this appears called for in order to divide workers and protest movements, as has been recently pointed out, for instance, by Birke in his groundbreaking study of wildcat strikes (using the example of the collective action carried out, especially by Turkish employees, at the and ostensibly higher or lower work capacities and/or motivations based on ''race'', on the other. As a consequence of occupying the top tier of the employee hierarchy for years, many skilled workers in Germany (along with broad segments of the population at large) internalized racist principles. Simultaneously beginning in 1933 the Nazi regime and its apron organizations, especially the DAF, systematically eradicated the ethical norms of the traditional labour movement based on the principle of international solidarity among the proletariat, and was quite successful overall in this regard. (3) Finally, beginning in 1925 and then more intensely beginning in 1936 and during the war, Fordism divided the workforce along gender lines into repetitive and monotonous sub-operations on the assembly line, on the one hand, for which (according to the tenor of ergonomics) women were said to be particularly well-suited; and into a ''new skilled work'' performed above all by (German) men (the installation, repair, and inspection of ever more complex and automated production plants), the job profile of which increasingly approached the role of technical employees and fostered a corresponding form of status-oriented thinking.
These changes, which presupposed the stigmatization of ostensibly peripheral groups of workers, induced lasting transformations in proletariat mentalities. Moreover they contributed to a fundamental ''modernization'' of the social culture of the underclass, the most significant expression of which was the disappearance of classical working-class milieu. In this regard as well, a (war) Fordism -in Germany also embedded in a fateful socialpolitical context -had sustained consequences beginning in 1933.
